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Team coordination implies a system of individual behavioral contributions occurring within
a network of interpersonal relationships to achieve a collective goal. Current research on
coordination has emphasized its relational aspects, but has not adequately accounted
for how team members also simultaneously manage individual behavioral contributions
and represent the whole system of the team’s work. In the current study, we develop
theory and test how individuals manage all three aspects of coordinating through the
three facets described in the theory of heedful interrelating. We operationalize the
facet of contributing as distributing attention between self and others, subordinating
as responsively communicating, and representing as feeling the system of the team’s
work as a cohesive whole. We then test the relationships among these facets and their
influence on team performance in an experiment with 50 ad hoc triads of undergraduate
student self-managing teams tasked with collectively composing a song in the lab. In
analyzing thin-slices of video data of these teams’ coordination, we found that teams with
members displaying greater dispersion of attentional distribution and more responsive
communicating experienced a stronger feeling of the team as a whole. Responsive
communication also predicted team performance. Accounting for how the three aspects
of coordinating are managed by individual team members provides a more critical
understanding of heedful interrelating, and insight into emergent coordination processes.
Keywords: coordination, heedful interrelating, self-managing teams, attention, responsiveness, tacit knowledge
INTRODUCTION
The growing complexity and uncertainty of the modern economy has necessitated increasing
reliance on team-based structures such as self-managing teams (SMTs; Lawler et al., 1995; Reynolds,
2006) that are more flexible and responsive to environmental changes. SMTs are groups of
interdependent individuals that have the authority and power to determine how to interrelate their
efforts to complete some task (Cohen et al., 1996). As such teams rise in popularity, it becomes
increasingly important to understand how they function and what influences their effectiveness.
Lacking traditional formal supports for coordination, such as external hierarchy or plans (Lawrence
and Lorsch, 1967), SMT performance instead depends on effective and emergent coordination
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processes. One way of explaining how effective coordinating
emerges within a team is heedful interrelating (Weick and
Roberts, 1993), where individual teammembers are aware of how
their efforts are purposefully contributing toward the team’s goal
(Dougherty and Takacs, 2004).
Heedful interrelating was initially conceptualized from
observations of coordination processes in the high-risk context
of an aircraft carrier flight deck, where small errors could
lead to catastrophe (Weick and Roberts, 1993). However,
scholars claim that heedful interrelating is important in other
organizational contexts where “task interdependence is high and
task programmability is low” (Bijlsma-Frankema et al., 2008, p.
25). These conditions are met in SMTs, whose members rely
on each other to autonomously and fluidly respond to each
other. While case studies suggest that heedful interrelating can
influence team performance in a range of settings (e.g., Druskat
and Pescosolido, 2002; Hargadon and Bechky, 2006; Kolbe et al.,
2009), we know little about the psychological mechanisms that
make interrelating heedful or heedless. This limits our overall
understanding of how effective patterns of coordinating emerge
among a team of self-managing individuals, and how these can
be managed.
Heedful interrelating has three main facets (Weick and
Roberts, 1993), but several theoretical, empirical, and practical
roadblocks limit our understanding of them. The first facet is
contributing, or the actions that participants provide for each
other; the second is subordinating, or shaping those actions so
that they fit with the actions other participants provide; and
the third is representing, or envisioning the system of collective
work being realized by the team as a whole. With continuous
awareness of this co-created system of work, individuals can
heedfully shape their contributing and subordinating. While
this original theorizing has prompted empirical research on
how they impact emergent coordination, there has been little
theoretical advancement of the concept that would deepen our
understanding of heedful interrelating and help to specify its
generalizability across contexts. Additionally, empirical work has
not used comparable operationalizations of the three facets,
instead offering indistinct operationalization (e.g., Yoo and
Kanawattanachai, 2001) or avoiding this altogether (e.g., Kolbe
et al., 2009). Third, we know something about the contextual
factors that can shape heedful interrelating (e.g., Druskat and
Pescosolido, 2002; Hargadon and Bechky, 2006), but little
about how team members establish and maintain heed while
interrelating. This limits our understanding of how SMTs
effectively manage their coordinating.
In this article, we address these issues by developing
and testing operationalizations of the three facets of heedful
interrelating that are based in concepts generalizable across
interdependent team contexts. First, we outline how “heed” can
be understood as putting into action executive attention, which
helps individuals balance multiple pieces of information in a
deliberate fashion (Ocasio, 2011). We then hypothesize that
since individual SMT members do not have strong external
mechanisms to guide their coordinating (e.g., plans, protocols, or
schedules), contributing occurs via individuals distributing their
attention across their own actions and the actions of others. By
distributing their attention across self and other, individuals can
access the information needed to be responsive, or to shape their
behaviors in ways that fit others’. As individual team members
distribute their attention, and responsively communicate with
each other while coordinating, their concerted actions form a
meaningful pattern of collective action that participants represent
as a tacit sense or feeling of acting as unit. We provide evidence
for this theorizing in the form of observational and questionnaire
data from members of 50 ad hoc SMTs coordinating in a song-
composition task. By examining our operationalizations in a
controlled lab setting, we aimed to remove some of the “noise”
found in field settings, and to more stringently test our theorizing
in the context of the emergent coordinating of new, ad hoc, SMTs
assembling for the first time.
Our study advances our understanding of how effective
coordinating is heedfully practiced within SMTs in two ways.
First, grounding our theorizing in attention offers an empirically
tractable mechanism that is central for information-processing
in individuals across situations (Desimone and Duncan,
1995; Woodman and Luck, 2003), and for behavior across
organizational contexts (Ocasio, 1997, 2011). This provides
a common thread for researchers and team members to
better understand and practice coordinating across a range
of interdependent work contexts. Second, by articulating and
testing how individual-level attentional distribution is the
basis for other concepts such as responsiveness and felt, tacit
knowledge, we link heedful interrelating to a larger network
of relational and individual-level constructs. Introducing such
mechanisms enriches the initial conceptualizations of how
individuals emergently develop cohesive team functioning in
ways that motivate newer and more complex questions and
insights for researchers.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES
SMTs are defined by an ability to plan and execute how they will
coordinate. It is the members of the SMT, rather than external
supervisors or managers, who monitor each other, get to decide
what counts as appropriate behavior, and otherwise influence
each other to coordinate work that meets both individual and
collective goals (Stewart et al., 2012). From this perspective, SMTs
are important to study because they increase the flexibility of
the organizations in which they are embedded (Van der Vegt
et al., 2010) and serve as a microcosm of the self-organizing
collaborative work that drives innovations in today’s economy
(e.g., O’Mahony and Lakhani, 2011; Adler, 2015). What is
central to this emergent self-organizing is coordination, or
the “temporally unfolding and contextualized process of input
regulation and interaction articulation to realize a collective
performance” (Faraj and Xiao, 2006, p. 1157).
A review of the research on SMTs reveals that we know
relatively little about the ongoing, emergent dynamics of how
SMTs actually practice their coordinating. Historically, research
has either focused on the influence of contextual features on
SMTprocesses (e.g., Cohen, 1994; Cohen and Ledford, 1994), and
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outcomes (e.g., Cordery et al., 1991), or the presence or absence of
coordination patterns, rather than the qualities of those patterns
(e.g., Pearce and Ravlin, 1987; Cohen et al., 1996). In trying to
explain the coordination among SMT members, distal variables
such as turnover are considered (Van der Vegt et al., 2010), rather
than individual teammembers and their actual patterns of action.
Recent work on SMTs continues to focus on how emergent
properties of the group (Stewart et al., 2012), or the distribution
of individual-level inputs (e.g., personality traits; Humphrey
et al., 2011) affect performance. Without understanding SMT
coordination practices, it is unclear how features like team
membership or context impact the interrelating of actions that
ultimately translates into collective performance.
We suggest that a key approach to understanding the
emergent dynamics of coordinating in SMTs is applying the lens
of heedful interrelating, which simultaneously captures the three
central aspects of coordinating found in Faraj and Xiao’s (2006)
definition. These aspects include “inputs,” their “interaction
articulation,” and the “collective performance” that results. Along
with other coordination scholars (e.g., Okhuysen and Bechky,
2009), we use this definition because it offers a comprehensive
multilevel view of coordination that accommodates its processual
and emergent nature. While heedful interrelating and its three
facets have not been formally linked to the components
in Faraj and Xiao’s (2006) definition, connecting the two
conceptualizations demonstrates the broad usefulness of heedful
interrelating for coordination research. First, “inputs” can be
described as the “parts” that comprise the work of the team.
Coordination research has described “parts” as specialized
roles and divisions of labor in interdependent work, and the
specialized roles individuals hold in these divisions (Thompson,
1967; Heath and Staudenmayer, 2000; Bechky, 2006; Gittell and
Douglass, 2012). However, since roles are negotiated as people
coordinate (Bechky, 2006; Madden et al., 2012), what ultimately
matters are the actions that individuals produce as they enact
their roles, or the contributing that forms the basis of heedful
interrelating.
Second, “interaction articulation” refers to the interrelating
among the parts, which comprises the core of coordinating.
People need to collaborate in order to transform diverse inputs
into joint understandings (Dougherty, 1992; Hargadon and
Bechky, 2006) and benefit from high-quality communication in
these interactions (Gittell, 2002; Gittell et al., 2010). Similarly,
subordinating describes how contributing is conducted in ways
that “supplement, assist, and become defined in relation to the
imagined requirements of joint action” (Weick and Roberts,
1993, p. 365). Third, the “collective performance” realized
in coordinating is based in subordinating contributions to
each other in ways that allow them to fit and intermesh.
The representing described in heedful interrelating captures
how individual team members can envision this collective
performance while they coordinate. In one example from the
aircraft carrier flight deck, a pilot trying to land can represent or
treat the instructions from air tower monitor personnel, the men
on the landing signal officer’s platform, and the men monitoring
the aircraft off the ship as if they from one entity, although their
sources are relatively independent (Weick and Roberts, 1993).
While the concept of heedful interrelating captures the
three main aspects of coordinating, much of the research on
coordination has focused primarily on how individuals manage
their roles and actions (contributing parts) and the relationships
among those parts (subordinating). For example, Heath and
Staudenmayer (2000) detail how individuals often focus on
knowledge of the parts involved in coordination, to the detriment
of appreciating the relationships among those parts. Bechky
(2003, 2006) looks at how individuals in different roles mutually
negotiate their specialized, role-based understandings. Gittell’s
(2001, 2002) work on relational coordination takes a close look
at the quality of how individuals enact their roles in relation to
each other (e.g., the timeliness of communication, its helpfulness
in problem-solving, and the degree of shared knowledge and
goals). Ultimately, all of these examples aim to understand how
the parts and their relationships relate to a superordinate task or
collective performance. However, when the “whole” is referenced,
its integration with the parts and their relationships is often
left unclear. For example, pursuing both individual-level and
team-level goals are important for successful teamwork, but we
understand more about the need to choose one over the other
when they conflict, rather than how individuals manage to pursue
both simultaneously (cf. DeShon et al., 2004).
Heedful interrelating is therefore a useful concept since
it interconnects all three core aspects of coordinating while
accounting for the emergent nature of coordinating in SMTs.
Much of the research on teams has traditionally explained
team performance in terms of inputs (e.g., knowledge, traits,
and behaviors), mediating processes that transform those inputs
(e.g., coordinating), and then resultant performance outcomes
(Ilgen et al., 2005). Heedful interrelating instead suggests that
we should focus on how inputs such as individual heedfulness
are manifested in the ongoing practice of coordinating, rather
than on the precursors to some process. Teams researchers
often distinguish between transition and action phases of team
performance, where the former refers to times set aside for
planning and evaluation, and the latter refers to times where
the team puts those plans into action to accomplish their
goals (Marks et al., 2001). By contrast, heedful interrelating
calls on us to pay more attention to how well SMT members’
actions evidence the plans, knowledge, and other inputs
that can potentially shape behavior, rather than the inputs
themselves. Ultimately, the ways these inputs are enacted create
the conditions for further coordinating. This suggests that
the emergent, self-directed conditions found in SMTs, and
assumed in heedful interrelating theory, are consistent with the
IMOI (input-mediator-output-input) framework which draws
our attention to potential causal feedback loops, where an output
at one time point can later on serve as an input (Ilgen et al., 2005).
By taking a performative view of coordinating—one that
addresses how individuals simultaneously manage the parts,
their relationships and the whole system of work—heedful
interrelating has been applied to research on collaborative
design work for consumer products (Hargadon and Bechky,
2006), student project teams (Yoo and Kanawattanachai, 2001;
Bijlsma-Frankema et al., 2008), and SMTs in contexts ranging
from a dog food plant to a mining company (Druskat and
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Pescosolido, 2002). However, more research is warranted to
address the poor distinction among the three facets of heedful
interrelating in extant operationalizations. Some empirical
examples demonstrate how individuals care for their interactions
and relationships, but do not distinguish among contributing,
subordinating, and representing (e.g., Druskat and Pescosolido,
2002). Other operational definitions distinguish between heedful
contributing, subordinating and representing, but the actual data
seem to conflate qualities of multiple facets, e.g., “contribution”
sounds like “representation” when the former includes sharing
of information about who was doing what and how their
actions fit together (Crowston and Kammerer, 1998). In other
examples, survey measures of “collective mind” (e.g., “team
members carefully interrelated actions to each other;” Yoo
and Kanawattanachai, 2001) or qualitative codes that measure
heedful interrelating (e.g., “teaching others;” “verbalizing own
behavior;” or “considering the future;” Kolbe et al., 2009) do not
distinguish among contributing, subordinating, or representing.
Understanding the interconnected yet distinct nature of these
facets is an essential step toward understanding how heedful
interrelation impacts team functioning. In order to better
understand the emergent coordinating of SMTs through the lens
of heedful interrelating, we develop theory and hypotheses that
describe attention as the basis for heed, and suggest contributing,
and subordinating facilitate representing.
Operationalizing Heed as Attentional
Behavior
Understanding heedful interrelating requires defining “heed,”
which refers to attending to how something is being done
while doing it, e.g., when someone drives carefully, or a clown
artfully trips over himself to draw a laugh (Ryle, 1949). Ryle
described heed as when “thinking what I am doing, I am
doing one thing and not two” (1949, p. 32), which closely
reflects modern notions of executive attention. Attention refers
to a set of interconnected cognitive processes for selecting and
registering information (Posner and Petersen, 1990, p. 26), and
executive attention in particular refers to “the ability to control
attention to ongoing cognitive processes” (Bosco et al., 2015,
p. 2). Simultaneously managing multiple pieces of information
via executive attention facilitates behavioral regulation (Posner
and Rothbart, 2009; Ocasio, 2011). Executive attention underpins
behavioral adaptation to suit contextual conditions and facilitate
goal-fulfillment (Bandura, 1991; Baumeister and Heatherton,
1996), which is an integral aspect of heed.
In contrast, heedlessness (alternatively described as
mindlessness) may begin with uncontrolled attention that
is distracted or diminished (Ashforth and Fried, 1988; Brown
et al., 2007). This can manifest in automatic, poorly-regulated
behavior that inhibits task and goal achievement (Baumeister
and Heatherton, 1996). When individuals are less attentive
to how their behaviors will suit task and situational demands
they struggle to behave appropriately (e.g., Carver and Scheier,
1982; Smallwood and Schooler, 2015), and thus impede
organizationally-relevant performance (Reason, 1990; Jett
and George, 2003; Warm et al., 2008; Westbrook et al., 2010;
Mrazek et al., 2011; Smallwood et al., 2011). Based on these
understandings, we begin our hypothesis development by
focusing on the attention demonstrated in the individual actions
that comprise coordinating in SMTs.
Contributing as Behaviorally Distributing Attention
We specify heedful contributing as being comprised of behaving
in ways that demonstrate some balance in attention to the self and
others. Information-processing models of behavioral regulation
describe how directing attention to behavior and desired goals
and standards enables determination of whether behaviors meet
those standards (Manz and Sims, 1980; Carver and Scheier,
1982). If we view heed in terms of executive attention, then the
actions that individuals contribute when heedfully interrelating
should reflect the context in which they emerge (Ocasio, 2011),
and an interdependent context demands that individuals are
aware of what others are doing (Victor and Blackburn, 1987)
and their contributions to collective objectives (Brett et al., 1999;
Langfred, 2004).
In teams, a given individual coordinates with other people.
In such a situation, each individual must carefully track multiple
others’ efforts, suggesting that heedfully contributing individuals
must continually balance attention across the targets of self
and others. By contrast, heedless contributing would describe
behaving in ways mainly attentive to the self and neglectful of
the other. We therefore characterize heed as relative, rather than
absolute, attentional distribution to self and others. We assume
that individuals must always take in information about their own
actions to facilitate self-regulation, and are always exposed to
others’ contributions. Executive attention helps individuals to
manage multiple goals and stimuli simultaneously when there is
little predetermined structure (Parasuraman, 1998; Fernandez-
Duque et al., 2000), so we theorize that heedful contributing
involves individuals toggling their attention back and forth
between self and others while coordinating. Without a strong
a priori basis for predicting an optimal distribution, it seems
reasonable to assume that heedful contributing involves equally
distributing attention across self and others.
Subordinating as Communicating Responsively
Executive attention helps individuals to manage their actions
in ways that are appropriate to their interdependent context.
This shaping of individual actions so that they are appropriate
or adaptive to the demands of the team context describes
subordinating, which can be understood in terms of how
responsive individuals are to each other. Responsiveness is
defined as “the processes through which relationship partners
attend to and respond supportively to each other’s needs, wishes,
concerns, and goals, thereby promoting each other’s welfare”
(Reis and Clark, 2013, p. 400). Responsiveness begins with some
behavioral expression by one participant that must then be
attended to by another participant (Davis and Holtgraves, 1984).
Successful relationships involve participants doingmore “turning
toward” each other, rather than “turning away” (Gottman, 1998).
However, since “one’s own needs, goals, and wishes. . . influence
motivation and perception” (Reis and Clark, 2013, p. 402),
being responsive involves attention to both self and other. The
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responsiveness of a contribution is further defined by qualitative
features such as the relevance to the preceding communication,
and the degree of timeliness for others (Davis, 1982).
While timeliness is just one feature of responsiveness, it is an
important one. Being responsive in the course of coordinating
demands that teammembers engage in a range of behaviors, such
as mutually monitoring each other’s changing needs, proactively
providing back-up behaviors or assistance and feedback (Marks
et al., 2001; Rico et al., 2008; Rosen et al., 2011), and respectfully
offering up solutions to problems (Gittell, 2001, 2002). However,
for teams that must emergently shape their coordinating, while
actions such as redistributing efforts are important, it is the
speed and timeliness of such actions that predict effective team
performance, more so than their frequency (e.g., Waller, 1999;
Gittell, 2002). More recent research suggests that when team
members have a common understanding of how they should
manage the time used to perform their collective task, they
perform better as a team (Mohammed and Nadkarni, 2014).
Heedfully subordinating can thus be more precisely defined
in terms of quickly contributing in ways that are appropriate,
relevant, and helpful for others across a team.
Representing as Feeling Wholeness of Teamwork
Heedful individuals need to attend to their own needs and
behaviors, as well as those of their teammates, in order
to have the necessary information for developing responsive
behaviors.While contributing and subordinating describe certain
qualities of how individuals manage their dyadic interactions,
representing refers to how individuals can have the “group
in their head and use it for continued guidance of their
own individual action” (Weick, 1993, p. 640). Specifically,
representing refers to how individuals treat their multiple
interactions with diverse teammembers as if all those interactions
were of the same kind or source. In treating the various
contributions being provided by themselves and others as if they
were of a cohesive group, individuals can begin to experience
their collective performance as if it was of one piece, rather
than as a set of disjointed contributions. In turn, by treating
these diverse interactions as if they were from a cohesive group,
individuals are more likely to actually co-create a cohesive,
unified group performance.
Representing can thus be understood as a process of assuming
a certain degree of cohesiveness among team members’ diverse
contributions, and shaping contributing and subordinating in
terms of this assumed cohesiveness. This then becomes realized
in collective performance, reinforcing a sense of cohesiveness.
Experiencing group performance as if it was of a cohesive whole
is thus “both the product and condition of actions of individuals”
(Asch, 1952, p. 251). This can be seen in how members of the
Mann Gulch wildland firefighting team experienced different
outcomes in battling an out-of-control blaze, based on their
different experiences of the work of the group (Weick, 1993).
Although, the team as a whole encountered the fire, the leader
“presumed [the group] still existed,” while several of his team
members “took less notice of one another” (p. 638). In treating his
group as if it was still intact, the leader was motivated to develop
an escape route for the group and was able to survive, while team
members who treated each other as if they were disconnected
began to break off, fleeing into the fire.
We suggest that as individuals emergently coordinate their
actions, their representing takes the form of feeling the form of
the team’s work as a more or less cohesive whole. Treating the
work of multiple team members as if they cohere in an emergent
collective performance involves recognizing the patterns made
by these diverse contributions, which have their own holistic
and tacitly known qualities (Parmigiani and Howard-Grenville,
2011). Tacit knowledge refers to what we implicitly know through
our direct, bodily engagement with the world (e.g., the know-
how of being able to ride a bicycle), as distinct from the
explicit knowledge we can articulate in our speech and writing
(e.g., instructions on how to assemble a bicycle; Polanyi, 1966).
Understanding something as a whole involves integrating the
myriad parts involved (e.g., the multi-source directives to take
off and land that a pilot encounters) in ways that are non-
conscious and often only described in terms of a “feeling” (e.g.,
Dewey, 1934; Tsoukas and Vladimirou, 2001; Johnson, 2008).
For example, Weick and Roberts (1993) describe how pilots
monitoring the catapult crew guiding their landing “keep asking
themselves questions like, ‘Does it feel right?’ or ‘Is the rhythm
wrong?”’ with the “it” referring to the “joint situation” (p. 363)
or the collection of diverse signals being generated by the pilot
himself, the people on the deck and those directly in front the
plane.
Representing can thus be understood as a felt quality of the
unity or cohesiveness of team-level performance that informs
future, ongoing coordinating. In this way, we see feeling as
describing how various concepts of team functioning and
knowledge, such as group cohesion, systems monitoring, and
situational awareness are actively experienced in the course of
coordinating. Group cohesion refers to the extent to which
individuals see group goals as their own (Stewart et al., 2012), and
it positively predicts team performance (Gully et al., 1995; Beal
et al., 2003). Though varied, some measures of group cohesion
ask about the extent to which people feel they are really part
of a group (Seashore, 1954), or if the team seems unified in
its goal pursuit (Carron et al., 1985). Systems monitoring, on
the other hand, refers to tracking how internal team resources,
and external environmental conditions all relate to team goals
(Marks et al., 2001). Similarly, situational awareness refers to
having an integrated picture of all the various elements of
the environment, and understanding what that picture means
for current and future actions (Endsley, 1995). These latter
constructs do not refer to feeling, and are defined in terms
of consciously tracking multiple “parts.” However, since both
constructs describe the synthesis of elements into patterns, we
theorize that these patterns have tacit qualities that are known
through feeling.
These enriched conceptualizations and operationalizations
add specificity to the facets of heedful interrelating, and link
them to constructs that can be found across a range of team
settings. This theorizing also helps us develop hypotheses
about the relationships among contributing, subordinating, and
representing, to better explain how heedful interrelating emerges
in SMTs. These hypotheses are summarized in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1 | Theorized model of relationships between
operationalizations of contributing, subordinating, representing, and
SMT performance.
Much of the research on heedful interrelating assumes that
all three facets must co-occur in order for a team to effectively
coordinate (e.g., Bijlsma-Frankema et al., 2008; Kolbe et al.,
2009). However, individuals beginning to coordinate as an SMT
for the first time may not necessarily be able to heedfully
contribute, subordinate, and represent right away (even though
well-developed groups may also be unable to do so; Weick and
Roberts, 1993). As members of an SMT begin to coordinate
with a view to developing collective performance, they must
first contribute actions based on some balance of attention to
their own actions and the actions of others. With enough team
members similarly drawing on attention to multiple, overlapping
sets of actions, it should be possible for teammembers to begin to
represent those actions as a coherent pattern. With enough team
members demonstrating such attentional distribution, fellow
team members may mimic such behavior, spreading it across the
team, and ultimately yielding a team with a heedful attentional
distribution (Fowler and Christakis, 2010). Alternatively, team
members who display imbalanced attention may influence
their colleagues and produce collective heedlessness. Excessively
self-focused individuals may inspire others to withdraw their
attention from their teammates, producing a teamwith a heedless
attentional distribution, and a feeling that the team’s work is a set
of disjointed parts.
In terms of self-regulation, individuals who excessively focus
on others without a complementary focus on the self may
inordinately rely on others as an external standard by which
to reference the self. Individuals tend to focus on whatever
aspects of themselves are made salient by the immediate social
environment (e.g., McGuire et al., 1979; Hinkley and Andersen,
1996). Thus, an excessive focus on others may induce judgments
of one’s behaviors in terms of how they stand relative to others.
This may be accompanied by less simultaneous consideration
of one’s own needs, goals, and capabilities on their own terms,
limiting a fuller appreciation of the interdependent, rather
than dependent, nature of their team context. In observing
excessively other-focused individuals, team members may mimic
those individuals’ dependent, reactive behaviors, and fail to
provide meaningful contributions to each other as a group. The
preliminary assumption that balancing attention between the self
and other members is optimally a 1:1 distribution leads to the
following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Balanced distribution of attention by SMT
members to other members’ contributions—defined as the
theorized optimum of 1:1—will positively relate to feeling the
team’s work as a cohesive unit.
With heedful contributing, the actions of individual SMT
members provide the substrate for individuals to begin
collectively feeling their work as a cohesive whole. To the extent
that individuals develop a sense of such cohesion, they can begin
to shape their contributions to that they are responsive, helping to
develop a tighter, more closely interconnected web of behaviors.
This, in turn, reinforces the feeling that the system of the team’s
work is a cohesive, rather than fragmented, whole. As more
team members contribute more relevant and timely responses,
the stronger their felt sense of the cohesiveness of their team’s
collective performance.
Hypothesis 2: Communication responsiveness by SMTmembers
will positively relate to feeling the team’s work as a cohesive unit.
Finally, we posit that the quality of team performance should
be positively predicted by the degree to which contributing,
subordinating, and representing co-occur. Moreover, the greater
the sharedness of all three facets of heedful interrelating
across the SMT, the better the team performance. Representing
stems from contributing and subordinating, and is subsequently
reinforced by them. However, if these qualities are not evident
across multiple team members, then it will be difficult for
team members to actually integrate their actions. As is the case
with other understandings and representations of the team’s
work (e.g., Endsley, 1995; Lim and Klein, 2006; Rico et al.,
2008), sharedness of the degree of heed across team members
should facilitate better coordination, and thus better collective
performance.
Hypothesis 3: The more that members of an SMT collectively
demonstrate (a) a balanced distribution of attention across their
own and others’ contributions, (b) responsive communications
with each other, and (c) feeling the system of the team’s work as
a cohesive unit, the better the team performance.
With the goal of examining the underlying mechanisms of
heedful interrelating, we pursued an experimental design that
removed some of the contextual “noise” of an in-depth case study,
and some of the inherent difficulties in rigorously measuring
individuals’ micro-level attentional moves in a real-world
organizational context. Based on Edmondson and McManus’
(2007) framework of theory-method fit, our experimental design
is an example of intermediate theory research, which involves
a “cycling between inductive theory creation processes and
deductive theory-testing strategies to produce and develop useful
theory” (p. 1166). We enhance Weick and Roberts (1993)
nascent, compelling theory with more mature ideas about
attention and relationships. In our experiment, we collected rich,
qualitative video data of teams coordinating in real-time, but then
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subjected those qualitative data to quantitative testing to test out
relationships among variables. This is in keeping with the sprit
of intermediate theory research which “describes a zone in which
enough is known to suggest formal hypotheses, but not enough
is known to do so with numbers alone or at a safe distance from
the phenomenon” (Edmondson and McManus, 2007, p. 1166).
METHODS
Participants
Two hundred and four undergraduate students at a large
Midwestern university were each randomly assigned to 50
triads. Seventy-four percent of the participants self-identified as
White, 11.3% identified as Asian; 7.4% as Other/non-reported;
3.3% as African-American/Black; 2.7% as Hispanic/Latino; and
1.3% as American Indian/Alaska Native. Forty-eight percent
of participants were female, and only 9 teams were all
male (see Table 1 for gender makeup of teams in each
experimental condition). The majority of students participated
for introductory psychology course credit, and a minority
responded to fliers around campus advertising participation in
a “Marketing Study” for $10 compensation.
Design
The experiment involved a one-by-four between-subjects design
in which we attempted to manipulate attentional distribution.
This was based in our theorizing that, for ad hoc SMTs starting
to coordinate, the actions they contribute are the starting
point for representing and subordinating. Individuals signing
up for the study were assigned to ad hoc teams, based on
their availability. Each team was then randomly assigned to a
self-focused condition (14 teams), an other-focused condition
(12 teams), a self-and-other-focused condition (12 teams), or a
control condition (12 teams) in which they were told to focus on
the time taken to complete the task, rather than on the self or
other.
Procedures
Upon arriving at the lab, participants were seated together at
a small table, provided written consent to participate in the
study, and completed a questionnaire with demographic and trait
measures of various control variables. They were told a cover
story maintaining that this study was part of a larger project
between the Psychology and Marketing Departments about
TABLE 1 | Team gender composition by experimental condition.
Experimental
condition
Number
of all
male
teams
Number
of 1/3
female
teams
Number
of 2/3
female
teams
Number
of all
female
teams
Self-focused 1 5 8 0
Other-focused 3 3 4 2
Self-and-other focused 1 2 6 3
Time-focused 4 4 3 1
Totals 9 14 21 6
developing new commercial jingles, or short songs to sell various
products provided on a list. Participants in each condition were
provided with written instructions to engage in the relevant kind
of attentional focus before engaging in two practice rounds of
5min each (see Appendix A). Participants were also instructed
that at the end of the task they were expected to provide
evaluations of themselves, others, their joint contributions or
their use of time in the task. A relevant evaluation questionnaire
was distributed with the instructions.
At the start of each trial, the experimenter played the tune of
a common nursery rhyme, whose familiar and simple musical
structure would aid song composition. Participants were told to
contact the experimenter with any questions via walkie-talkie
as the experimenter left the room prior to the trial beginning
to ostensibly enter some data for another study. This allowed
the team to assume they were unobserved, but the experimenter
observed them on a monitor in a separate room through a
hidden camera and microphones. The experimenter’s absence
and the hiding of recording devices limited the induction of self-
focus (Duval and Wicklund, 1972). After 5min the experimenter
returned to the room, halted the trial and stopped the music.
These trial rounds allowed attention to shift from initial
difficulties with the task structure to the content of the
contributions being made. After the two 5-min practice trials,
participants re-read the task instructions in order to reinforce
the attentional focus. For the third trial, participants were told
to proceed in the same manner as the previous practice trials,
except they would have as much time as they needed to create an
eight-line song (except for the time-focused condition, in which
they were also told to work as quickly as possible). The group
was to “page” the experimenter with the walkie-talkie to indicate
completion of the third trial. When the experimenter returned,
the group completed their evaluations, and a questionnaire about
their experience, which included a measure of “group feeling.”
Participants were then debriefed and requests for consent for
both analysis and/or display of the audio/video record of their
interactions in research reports were administered.
Since contributing, subordinating, and representing are
behavioral qualities, we examined the verbal and non-verbal
behavior of study participants. First, research assistants
transcribed the final song-composition trial of each session. It
was assumed that by this trial, team members would no longer
be overwhelmed with adjusting to a novel task and, having
learned how to coordinate with each other in the prior trials,
the mechanisms that facilitated successful coordination would
be more apparent. After transcribing the entire third trial, we
identified the speaking turns in the conversation where the lines
that ended up in the final song were first introduced. A “speaking
turn” or “turn at talk” is a concept from the field of conversation
analysis, and refers to the time one speaker takes to contribute
to the ongoing flow of a conversation, whether it consists of one
word, phrase, sentence, or some combination of these (Drew,
2008).
Second, given the richness of the audio-video data, we had
to determine meaningful limits to the focus of our analysis.
Whether a team had 7 or 10 speaking “turns” in their overall
conversation in which lines were introduced, we focused on the
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third speaking turn in which a new line was being introduced.
We surmised that this point in the team’s conversation should
have limited influence from the prior trial or from the effects of
rushing to complete the second half of the task (Gersick, 1988).
With that specific speaking turn as our focal point, we looked
at the 6 speaking turns prior to that focal speaking turn, and at
the 6 speaking turns after that focal speaking turn. In all, each
transcript contained 13 speaking turns (6 before, 1 speaking turn
with the song line being contributed, and 6 speaking turns after).
These final extracts, comprised of six speaking turns before and
after the third contribution offered in the conversation, ranged
from 24 to 186 s of speaking time, with an average speaking time
of 63 s (SD= 33.42 s).
Third, the actions performed by participants within this
extract were added to the speech transcription. Overall, this
sampling procedure was based on the “thin-slicing” paradigm,
which derives reliable judgments of an entire interaction from
analysis of a small extract within the larger interaction (Ambady
and Rosenthal, 1992; Ambady et al., 2006), and is a standard
procedure in studies of coordination quality (Bernieri et al., 1988,
1996).We reviewed all the videos and transcripts to ensure clarity
in the transcription of speech, actions, and physical orientation
in the extract. We also segmented the transcript content into
discrete portions of analyzable actions that could be coded in
terms of the attentional focus they demonstrated. For example,
“first you roast it then you grind it and then you pour it in like
water” is a segment of transcribed speech, and “fiddles with pen
throughout utterance” is a segment of transcribed action (group
101409a).
Measures
Attentional Distribution
Attention was operationalized in terms of how it was displayed
in participants’ speech, gesture and bodily orientation. A
coding scheme for participants’ talk and action was inductively
developed through a review of pilot experimental sessions, and
then updated as new forms of behavior became apparent in later
sessions (see Appendix B). In keeping with the advice of group
process specialists who emphasize task-focused development of
observational categories based on the research question at hand
(Tschan et al., 2011), ecologically-valid codes were inductively
developed to represent the situated behaviors associated with
the task of song-composition in the lab. Each behavior was
categorized in terms of how they either limited attention to
the self or to others. For example, attention to the self was
demonstrated in looking down at one’s jingle record sheet, which
limited a participant’s visual attention to the words she had
selected to record as part of the song, and did not allow for
the receipt of visual information about the other participants.
Such behaviors are less apparent in the 4-s sequence shown in
Figure 2 than they are in the 4-s sequence shown in Figure 3.
Similarly, attention to the other was demonstrated in nodding
one’s head immediately after someone else made a contribution,
making public one’s validation of others’ efforts. Such behaviors
are more apparent in the images in Figure 2, than they are in
those in Figure 3. While a few behaviors were also observed that
reflected a simultaneous orientation to both self and other, e.g.,
FIGURE 2 | Four-second sequence of screen grabs of self-managing
team demonstrating more other- than self-focused attentional
distribution.
Supplementing another’s contribution by completing their line,
and spontaneously singing out the co-created contributions as a
group, the total numbers of such behaviors were too small to be
considered in our analyses.
Two raters uninvolved in data collection and unaware of the
study’s hypotheses coded the segments of speech and action
in each extract. After initial clarification of the coding scheme,
raters practiced coding 21 transcript excerpts of experimental
sessions not included in the current study (either due to
having only 2 participants, or consent to analyze, but not
display audio-video data). Raters met with the first author
to assess and clarify disagreements after every 5 transcript
excerpts they coded. This amounted to approximately 20 h of
training (practice and discussion) over the course of 6 weeks.
After demonstrating moderate to strong agreement across all
21 excerpts, both raters were each provided with 30 transcript
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FIGURE 3 | Four-second sequence of screen grabs of self-managing
team demonstrating more self- than other-focused attentional
distribution.
excerpts of experimental sessions with teams of 3, coding 10 of
the same transcripts in order to assess reliability. To manage the
amount of information that would be assessed, we aggregated
subcodes for categories of self- and other-focused behaviors
(15 and 17 subcodes, respectively) into two variables: self- and
other-focused behaviors. Dividing self-focused by other-focused
behaviors produced an individual-level ratio of self-to-other
focused behaviors, and averaging this variable among group
members produced a group-level self-to-other behavioral focus
ratio. Higher levels of this ratio indicated more self- than other-
focused behaviors as a percentage of total behaviors.
To determine if there was agreement between the two coders’
judgments of the percentages of participants’ behaviors that were
self-focused or other-focused, we computed Krippendorff ’s alpha
in SAS 9.4 using Hayes and Krippendorff ’s (2007) KALPHA
macro. This measure is conservative, and accounts for chance
agreements among coders. To compute alpha, individual- and
group-level data files were constructed with one row per
observational unit. For each variable analyzed (e.g., self-focused
behavior), one column was created containing the rating for each
rater (e.g., variables containing the self-focused behavior ratings
of coder 1 were placed into one variable, ratings for coder were
placed into a second variable). Variables were categorized as ratio
variables, and all analyses were based on 5000 bootstrap samples.
The variables met standards for acceptable interrater
reliability. A statistic of 0.67 is considered sufficient, and 0.8 is
considered desirable (Krippendorff, 2004). There was acceptable
agreement between the two raters when it came to categorizing
the percentage of total behaviors that were self-focused (α =
0.78) and other-focused (α = 0.80). The individual-level ratio
between self-focused and other-focused behaviors (α= 0.80) also
showed acceptable reliability. Averaging this ratio for members
of each group produced a group-level self-other ratio (α = 0.90)
that surpassed cutoffs for acceptable reliability.
Responsiveness
Measures of responsiveness were derived from the transcript of
the group’s entire conversation in the third song-composition
trial. Jeffersonian transcription conventions (Schegloff et al.,
1977) were used to indicate the overlap of speech between group
members (indicated with “[” in the transcript) and the latching
of one participant’s speech onto another’s (indicated with “=” in
the transcript). Both the overlap and latching of speech indicated
the quick provision of responses to prior utterances. These
measures were standardized by dividing the counts of overlaps
and latchings by the number of seconds in each transcript. These
standardized measures were highly positively correlated (r =
0.82, p < 0.01), so they were summed to create a single measure.
Feeling of Wholeness of Teamwork
Since representing involves feeling inhered in action, we
measured it with a self-report of feeling the wholeness of
the team in action. While extant measures of group cohesion
implicate feeling part of a group (Seashore, 1954; Carron and
Ball, 1977; Carron et al., 1985), they also contain items that
capture interpersonal attraction, and a desire to remain with
the group, which are distinct from tacit knowledge about the
ongoing coordinating of the group. Without extant measures of
feeling the system of the team’s work, an eight-item measure
of “team feeling” was developed, on a 5-point, Likert-type scale
with anchors of strongly disagree to strongly agree (see Appendix
C). Sample scale items include, “I felt ‘one’ with the group.”
The internal reliability of this scale (α = 0.86) suggested it was
appropriate to create a mean-level measure at the individual level
(M = 3.93, SD = 0.66). Rwg values averaged 0.9, which further
suggested it was appropriate to aggregate these scores to the team
level, which was then used in further analyses.
Quality of Team Performance
Another pair of raters assessed the quality of the songs using a
measure of “attitude toward the ad” (Biehal et al., 1992). This
brief five-itemmeasure used a 7-point Likert-type scale to acquire
ratings of the “interesting” and “informative” nature of each
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jingle. A single new item was included to assess judgments of the
coherence of the song (see Appendix C). On rating the 50 clips
from the sample in the current study, the internal reliabilities of
the scale for raters 1 and 2 were both strong (α = 0.87, and α
= 0.93, respectively). The ICC(2) between both raters was 0.90
(p < 0.01), indicating a high degree of reliability across their
mean responses to all six items. These raters’ scores were averaged
to create an overall measure of song quality.
Control Variables
The ratio of females to males in the team, as well as a
measure of interdependent self-construal (Singelis, 1994), e.g.,
“It’s important for me to maintain harmony within my group,”
were included as covariates in analyses.
Samples of the video data, the action transcripts, the
quantification of the audio/video observational data coding, and
the questionnaire data are available from the authors upon
request.
RESULTS
The means, standard deviations, and correlations between the
research variables at the team level are presented in Table 2,
while the results of our hypothesis testing are presented in
Table 3. Given the modest sample size, we report bias-corrected
accelerated 95% confidence intervals based on a bootstrap sample
of 5000 replications. The zero-order correlations indicated
no statistically significant relationships between our measure
of group-level mean attentional distribution and measures of
responsiveness, team feeling, and song coherence.
The manipulation did not produce differences in distribution
of attention to self and others. One-way ANOVAs revealed no
significant differences across experimental conditions in terms of
how participants reported focusing on their own contributions
[F(3, 45) = 0.19, p > 0.1], or focusing on others’ contributions
[F(3, 45) = 1.12, p > 0.1], or in the group-level mean attentional
distribution and measures of responsiveness, team feeling, and
song quality. The non-significant findings may reflect either
inefficacy of the manipulation or low power. A priori analysis
in GPOWER 3.1 showed that a sample of 76 teams would be
needed to achieve power of 0.8 with an alpha of 0.05 and a
large effect size (f 2 = 0.4. However, our sample was restricted
to 50 triads after dropping 5 teams that had poor video-quality
or where participants declined consent to include their video
records in our analysis. A post-hoc power analysis, assuming
a large effect size of 0.4, found that a sample of 48 teams
(rounded down to enable calculation), and an alpha of 0.05,
would yield an estimated power of 0.59. These results suggest
that participants across all conditions similarly focused on their
own and on others’ contributions, and coordinated similarly,
despite the different instructions presented to participants in each
condition.Without evidence for significant variation in self-other
attentional distribution across conditions, the data from across all
conditions were collapsed for analysis.
Even without differing experimental conditions to contrast,
we nonetheless were able to assess how teams emergently
distributed attention to self and others, and test our hypothesized
relationships in a cross-sectional, rather than causal manner.
Our theorizing of the impacts of attention distribution rested
on assumptions of aggregating individual-level data based
on their means, which “is appropriate when team members
can compensate for one another with respect to task-focused
contributions” (LePine, 2005, p. 33). However, the mean
of teams’ self-other attentional distribution displayed non-
significant relationships with team feeling (β = 0.01, p > 0.05;
95% CI = [−0.26,0.25]), and with judged song quality (β
= 0, p > 0.05; 95% CI = [−0.42,0.29]), thus disconfirming
Hypotheses 1 and 3a, respectively.We therefore tested alternative
aggregation models, which could be appropriate depending on
the relationship between team functioning and performance.
However, neither conjunctive (where the weakest member
defines team performance) nor disjunctive (where strongest
member defines team performance) aggregation models
of team-level self-other attentional distribution displayed
any of the hypothesized relationships with any statistical
significance.
TABLE 2 | Means, standard deviations, and correlations.
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Gender ratio 0.49 0.31
Mean Interdependent Self-construal 3.53 0.28 0.28
Mean S-O Attn Distr. 1.01 0.47 0.01 0.05
Min. S-O Attn Distr. 0.57 0.31 −0.02 −0.04 0.72**
Max. S-O Attn. Distr. 1.6 0.9 0.08 0.11 0.89** 0.39**
C.o.V. of S-O Attn. Distr. 0.57 0.35 −0.13 0.06 −0.02 −0.36* 0.21
Responsiveness 0.09 0.07 0.1 0.32* −0.1 −0.22 0.01 −0.03
Team feeling 3.91 0.48 0.17 0.33* 0.01 −0.16 0.12 0.3* 0.47**
Judged song quality 3.99 0.93 0.13 0.04 −0.02 0.08 −0.06 −0.17 0.3* 0.17
Bootstrap correlations and two-tailed significance tests based on bias-corrected accelerated confidence intervals (5000 replications)
*95% confidence interval does not include zero.
**99% confidence interval does not include zero.
For group-level correlations, N = 50.
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TABLE 3 | Summary of hierarchical regression analysis for variables predicting group-level team feeling (n = 50).
Variable 1a 1b 1c 1d 2 3 4
Mean
interdependent
self-construal
0.34* [0.07, 0.67] 0.31* [0.01, 0.67] 0.28 [0, 0.62] 0.15 [−0.11, 0.45]
Gender ratio 0.18 [−0.08, 0.44] 0.09 [−0.21, 0.30] 0.13 [−0.16, 0.41] 0.13 [−0.12, 0.39]
C.V. of Self-other
Attentional
Distribution
0.29* [0.05, 0.56] 0.28* [0.03, 0.57] 0.31* [0.09, 0.54]
Responsiveness 0.47** [0.26, 0.85] 0.42** [0.22, 0.78]
R2 0.11 0.03 0.08 0.22 0.12 0.20 0.36
Adjusted R2 0.09 0.01 0.06 0.20 0.08 0.15 0.30
1R2 0.01 0.08 0.16
F 6.05* 1.57 4.37* 13.25*** 3.19* 3.79* 6.20**
S.E. of Estimate 0.95 0.99 0.97 0.89 0.96 0.92 0.84
Standardized bootstrap coefficients and two-tailed significance tests based on bias-corrected accelerated confidence intervals (5000 replications).
Confidence intervals (lower, then upper) included in brackets.
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001; N = 50.
In an exploratory fashion, we computed a coefficient of
variation (Harrison and Klein, 2007) for this variable, measuring
the degree of group heterogeneity in individuals’ self-other
attentional distribution. In an alternative test of Hypothesis 1,
the coefficient of variation of self-other attentional distribution
was positively and significantly related to team feeling (Table 3,
Model 1c; β = 0.29, p < 0.05; 95% CI = [0.05, 0.56]).
An examination of the frequencies showed that 58 individuals
across 38 teams exhibited a self-other attentional distribution
greater than 1, demonstrating an aggregate propensity toward
self-focused behaviors.
Hypothesis 2, which predicted that group-level responsiveness
would be positively associated with team feeling was confirmed
(Table 3, Model 1d: β = 0.47, p < 0.001; 95% CI =
[0.26,0.85]). Hypothesis 3a remained disconfirmed, as the
coefficient of variation of self-other attentional distribution was
not significantly related to judged song quality (β = −0.16, p >
0.05; 95% CI = [−0.47, 0.14]). Hypothesis 3b was confirmed
since responsiveness positively predicted judged song quality, [β
= 0.30, p < 0.01;R2 = 0.09; 95%CI = [0.07, 0.59], F(1, 48) = 4.84,
p < 0.05].
Hypothesis 3c, which predicted that team feeling would be
positively associated with judged song quality, was not confirmed
(β = 0.17, p > 0.05; 95% CI = [−0.08, 0.41]). In a model
including all the variables, the coefficient of variation of self-other
attentional distribution, and responsiveness were simultaneously
positively and significantly associated with team feeling over and
above the control variable of interdependent self-construal (see
Figure 3, Table 3, Model 4). The final path model summarizing
the results of our hypothesis testing is illustrated in Figure 4.
Competing post-hoc hypotheses of how representing could
emerge in the third trial were also tested. For example, it is
possible that representing as measured by team feeling first
emerged in the earlier song-composition trials, influencing what
was being observed in the third trial. We tested this “learning”
hypothesis but found no significant difference in the team
performance (as measured by number of lines produced) in the
FIGURE 4 | Path model of attentive action in SMT coordination and
performance. Statistics are standardized coefficients based on bootstrap
samples (5000 replications). **p < 0.01.
first [F(3, 43) = 1.42, p > 0.05] and second trials [F(3, 44) =
2.29, p > 0.05] across conditions, nor did we find that this
performance explained any variance in self-reported team feeling
in the third trial (first trial lines: β = 0.22, p > 0.05; 95%
CI = [−0.03, 0.48]; second trial lines: β = 0.17, p > 0.05; 95%
CI = [−0.14, 0.45]). Alternatively, representing could emerge by
participants managing to stay on-task, and attending to people
on the team per se, rather than distributing attention across team
members in any particular way. However, alternative models of
predicting team feeling by the percentage of total behavior that
was focused on self and on other (β = −0.05, p > 0.05; 95%
CI= [−0.26,0.17]), or by the percentage of total behavior focused
away from the self ’s and other’s contributions (β = −0.11, p >
0.05; 95% CI = [−0.40, 0.17]), or by the ratio of non-task-
focused behaviors to the total of self and other-focused behaviors
(β=−0.11, p > 0.05; 95% CI= [−0.39, 0.16]), all demonstrated
non-significant relationships.
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DISCUSSION
In this lab study, we theorized and tested operationalizations of
heedful interrelating that captured how individual members of
self-managing teams (SMTs) simultaneously engaged the parts,
their relationships, and the whole collective performance as
they coordinated. In this way, our findings present a deeper
understanding of how SMT members emergently develop their
coordinating so that it leads to effective team performance.
Specifically, we found that contributing and subordinating
appear to predict representing as SMTs coordinate. We found
that contributing as attentional distribution across self and others
in the team predicted representing—feeling the system of the
team’s work as a whole unit—when there was within-team
heterogeneity of that attentional distribution. More specifically,
when one or two team members were more self- than other-
focused, team members reported greater feeling of the system
of the team’s work as a whole unit. We also found that
subordinating, measured as responsive communications within
a team, independently and positively predicted the feeling
of the system of the team’s work as a whole unit, and the
team’s performance, measured as judged song quality. Finally,
we found that both the variation of attentional distribution
and the responsiveness of communicating were simultaneously
predictive of team feeling. Our findings have significance for
what we understand about how contributing, subordinating, and
representing are manifest in the coordination of work teams.
First, the findings about attentional distribution within
SMTs were particularly surprising. Although we found that
individuals tended to have a near-equal distribution of attention
across their own and others’ actions (Table 2), having team
members configure varying ratios of attentional distribution
(Klein and Kozlowski, 2000) predicted representing. This may
be reflective of the tradeoff in attentional vividness (developing
a richer environmental picture through distributing attention)
and attentional stability (focusing on one object at a time)
noted in the literature on organizational mindfulness (Weick
and Sutcliffe, 2006). These authors suggest that organizations
may “distribute responsibilities for ascertaining specific objects
among people in different roles or positions who remain in
close contact with one another” (p. 519). The more self-focused
attentional distribution of one or two individuals in 76% of the
teams in our sample demonstrates the emergent, self-organizing
quality of this distribution of responsibilities. The SMTs in our
sample seemed to develop their own implicitly shared leadership,
where individuals take turns at providing their own inputs
for the sake of shaping the team’s work (Carson et al., 2007).
Without functional or formal power differences, SMT members,
may implicitly “follow” the individual who embodies the most
contributions to the group task (cf. Bunderson, 2003).
Considering our difficulty in experimentally manipulating
attentional distribution also yields theoretical insights. As
pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, the mix of genders across
our teams may explain this (41 out of 50 teams had a female
member). The women in our sample may have been more apt
to attend to others while attending to themselves, negating the
differential effect of instructions to focus only on the self, or only
on the time taken to complete the task. Based in their greater
social sensitivity in comparison to men, the more women in a
group, the greater the collective intelligence of that group, or
“the general ability of the group to perform a wide variety of
tasks” (Woolley et al., 2010, p. 687). Similarly, research on newly-
forming relationships demonstrates that conflict resolution is
based in females’ “softer” response to male negative affect,
followed by male acceptance of female influence (Gottman et al.,
1998). Future experimental studies may find it worthwhile to
separate out teams by gender, to better assess the predicted
relationships among variables.
All together, our findings contribute to emerging
organizational literature on attention quality (e.g., Weick
and Sutcliffe, 2006; Ocasio, 2011; Dane, 2013; Good et al., 2016).
In our study, attention at the individual-level was distributed
near-equally across self and other team members, team-level
variation in this distribution shaped the felt sense of the team
working as a whole, and this distributing may be influenced by
gender. Moreover, although our codes for attentional behaviors
were induced from the observations unique to our lab setting,
the fact that they resemble extant operationalizations of heedful
interrelating suggests some degree of validity. For example,
Kolbe et al. (2009) induced codes from their observations of
anesthesia teams at work, such as “watching actions of other
team members” and “giving feedback in a positive manner,” that
parallel our codes (Appendix B). However, we advance prior
research by specifying how these behavioral qualities relate to
specific facets of heedful interrelating. Researchers pursuing this
line of qualitative inquiry into heedful interrelating should find
this fine-grained approach to be revealing about the kinds of
behaviors that facilitate emergent coordination, e.g., we found a
low frequency of “rejecting others’ contributions” in our sample,
suggesting that attending to others in constructive, positive ways
may be more beneficial for coordinating than criticism.
Our findings also demonstrate that among the three facets of
heedful interrelating, only our measure of subordinating in terms
of speech responsiveness predicted team performance, while our
measures of contributing and representing did not. This suggests
that our measures of the three facets are distinct from each
other, and that SMT members should pay particular attention
not only to their provision of mutually supportive behaviors, but
also to the pace with which they mutually respond (cf. Marks
et al., 2001; Burke et al., 2006). It is also possible that the pace
of responsiveness reflects the influence of another unobserved
causal factor, such as a shared team mental model (e.g., Lim and
Klein, 2006), which was not measured in our study.
We still maintain that all three factors co-occur, since
the attentional behaviors that comprise contributing precede
subordinating, and the felt cohesiveness of the team’s work
emerges from subordinating, or the way that contributions
are treated. However, all together, our results suggest that the
integration of diverse contributions during coordinating seems
to be especially important for the quality of the jointly-developed
team product. The subtlety of our measure of responsiveness in
terms of capturing the speed, rather than the content of speech,
also indicates that subordinating can possibly occur quickly
and non-consciously amongst group members. The concept of
responsiveness in longer-term relationships suggests a certain
degree of deliberation in shaping the quality of communication
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(e.g., Reis and Clark, 2013). Yet, similar to the swift trust that
can quickly emerge in temporary team contexts (Meyerson et al.,
1995), members of SMTs may need to automatically “grease the
wheels” of coordinating with quick responses to each other in
order to have effective performance later on.
Our findings also point toward another way in which
time matters for heedful interrelating in SMTs. Although
other perspectives on teamwork and coordination consider the
timeliness of responses (e.g., Waller, 1999; Gittell, 2003, 2008),
there is still a paucity of team-based studies that account
for time (Mohammed and Nadkarni, 2011). Our research
connects heedful interrelating—and specifically the facet of
subordinating—to other perspectives that suggest that time
matters for team functioning. For example, using the midpoint
of a task as a time for transition (Gersick, 1988) helps to shape
the pace at which teams execute and evaluate their taskwork,
with greater familiarity among teammembers helping this pacing
(Okhuysen and Waller, 2002). It is possible that the effects
found in our study were shaped by examining how the team
coordinated around the middle of their song-composition task,
but it is noteworthy that these effects emerged within ad hoc,
temporary SMTs, whose members were unfamiliar with each
other. Being able to compare and contrast with other studies in
this way, adds concreteness to the concept of heedful interrelating
and motivates future research that can compare the influence of
timeliness at different task stages in SMTs. It also corroborates
features of the original theorizing that pertain to the ad hoc and
emergent nature of coordinating as an SMT, suggesting that it is
how individuals engage each other through the task, rather than
their degree of interpersonal familiarity, that aids coordinating
(Weick and Roberts, 1993).
Where representing is concerned, our measure of team feeling
captured the intertwining of taskwork (what people do) and
teamwork (how people do it; Marks et al., 2001) as members
described their sense of working with others (Sandelands,
1988). With this measure, we better understand how individuals
experience the sense of alignment between the parts they
contribute, and the interrelation of those parts as a team-level
property of ongoing activity. This suggests that, in other teams
charged with creative tasks without clear criteria (Okhuysen
and Waller, 2002; Hargadon and Bechky, 2006), representing
the work of the team should be an important form of tacit
feedback that informs participants about their coordination
quality. Representing would coincide with behaviors like mutual
building and extension of ideas (subordinating), and help-
seeking and help-giving (contributing). Capturing how people
perceive the form of their experiences working with others can
be difficult, since such tacit knowledge is hard to articulate and
often not encouraged in organizational settings (Taylor, 2002).
Yet, our measure of team feeling demonstrates that it is not only
possible to have people reliably report on their feeling of the team
operating as cohesive unit, or “well-oiled machine,” but that such
feelings can emerge even in an ad hoc, temporary SMT. This
builds on the distinction made in heedful interrelating theory
between a “well-developed” group that has continuously worked
together for some time, and the development of the group’s
collective heedfulness, or “mind” (Weick and Roberts, 1993). Our
findings support the notion that the quality of the immediate
interrelating among team members, rather than the length of
time spent together, might matter more for a sense of the team
coming together as a whole.
Our findings demonstrate the potential for operationalizing
each of the facets of heedful interrelating, and empirically
articulating their independent and joint effects on team
performance. We believe it is also the first attempt to study
heedful interrelating in SMTs performing a creative task, which
generalizes this theory to an important new context and type
of performance outcome. Our study joins the few that have
captured how the quality of interactions between individuals
aids a collective creative process over time (e.g., Hargadon and
Bechky, 2006; Harrison and Rouse, 2015). We encourage future
research that builds on our approach to further clarify the nature,
impacts, and management of heedful interrelating.
Practical Implications
Concretizing the facets of heedfully interrelating reveals key
insights for management practice. Most importantly, maximizing
heed appears to involve a mixture of leadership and followership
in directing attention and timely, responsive communication,
which in turn yield a felt sense a team. Managers seeking to
maximize heedful team interactions should focus on these aspects
of coordination.
Our data suggest SMTs may benefit from developing or
drawing on extant feedback structures to guide their contributing
and subordinating. For example, the decentralized nature of
SMTs may require self-imposed turn-taking in shared leadership,
and having different team members contributing to the team in
differentways. Since responsively communicatingmay be difficult
to actively monitor, given its rapid and embodied nature, SMT
members will need to discover ways to examine the degree of
fluidity, lags, or disruptionwithin the team.Where teamprocesses
are embodied and recorded, e.g., in surgical, sports, or military
teams, internally-appointed observers or leaders can facilitate
review of video-records of actual or simulated team performances
(e.g., Morrison and Meliza, 1999), evaluating the team’s process
in terms of speed or fragmentation of the task. More continuous
real-time monitoring, rather than reflecting and adapting at
halfway points or through creating their own interruptions (e.g.,
Gersick, 1988; Gersick and Hackman, 1990; Okhuysen, 2001;
Okhuysen andWaller, 2002), should better informSMTmembers
about the quality of their collective coordination. Like a canary in
a coal mine, a lack of responsive communication may serve as
a real-time bellwether of group disintegration and performance;
continuous responsive communication should predict group
coherence and coordination.
The attentional distribution and responsiveness that feed into
team feeling may be aided through various material supports.
Representing appeared to be aided in our study by SMT
members drawing on available, tangible, sensory mechanisms.
These mechanisms may have helped to make the responsive
communications more explicit and visible for participants, as
well as provided an object of shared attention within the group,
which facilitates greater processing and pursuit of the goals
associated with the object (Shteynberg and Galinsky, 2011). For
example, participants collectively used the music being played,
and their simultaneously-updated song record sheets as common
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resources through which they could anchor their joint focus
(e.g., Metiu and Rothbard, 2012) and sense their performance
as a whole. In formal work organizations, where SMTs may
have representations like a common protocol to guide them
in a new task, written or drawn protocols should be jointly-
designed and updated. Rather than static boundary objects that
are unmodifiable by team members (Carlile, 2002), collectively-
designed representations may be especially important for
bridging differences in understanding amongst SMT members
with different backgrounds (e.g., Dougherty, 1992; Bechky, 2003).
Finally, while many virtual teams in organizations schedule
occasional face-to-face or video team meetings, our results
suggest that intentionally engaging the entire team in embodied
behavior to work through issues e.g., in simulations, may be
helpful to assess the sharedness of individuals’ representations.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
The generalizability of our results is limited in several ways.
The embodied nature of our theoretical and empirical focus
may limit our results to teams whose members work face-to-
face. This may be important to consider, given that organizations
are increasingly turning to virtual teams, whose members and
actions are distributed across space and time, to handle increasing
complexity (Gilson et al., 2015). Observable behaviors like
intertwining speech, gaze, body orientation, and gesture may
be more easily and consistently accessed by group members
involved in co-located physical tasks (e.g., sports teams). Yet,
there is evidence for the importance of face-to-face interaction
for members of virtual teams and communities, for socializing,
taskwork, and establishing authority (Crowston et al., 2007;
O’Mahony and Ferraro, 2007). Thus, while our work is surely
focused on understanding the coordination within “in-person”
teams, we suggest that outlining the dynamics of these kinds of
teams is critical for better appreciating the subtle dynamics that
might be critical for the success of virtual teams whose members
periodically meet “in the skin” or via videoconferencing.
Also, the failure of the experimental manipulations means
that the relationships among our variables must be considered
cross-sectional, not causal. We cannot rule out alternative
explanations for the relationships found in our study, such as the
possibility that some unobserved factor determined the emergent
attentional distribution along with other variables. Finding other
ways to manipulate the strength of contributing, subordinating,
and representing in teams will be necessary to effectively compare
and contrast variations in heed, and what outcomes they predict.
In addition to contrasting teams of different genders, future
designs may help to tease out the causal sequence in which heed
influences team processes and outcomes by perhaps comparing
teams with unlimited physical access to each other with those
who have varying degrees of co-location. Introducing conditions
with different levels of task or communication disruption (e.g.,
LePine, 2005) may also be used to shape the degree of heed and
the subsequent quality of the team’s coordination.
Despite these limitations, our results call for further research
around heedful interrelating in teams. They suggest that
further theorizing is needed about why heterogeneity in a
team’s self-other attentional distribution is positively associated
with representing the system of the team’s collective work.
The empirical relationships among our operationalizations of
contributing, subordinating, and representing present a first
step toward demonstrating internal reliability, and thus the
validity of the overall heedful interrelating construct, that
can form the basis for further validity testing. We also have
begun establishing predictive validity of one facet of heedful
interrelating, as subordinating in the form of responsive
communication predicted team performance. Future efforts
can be directed toward building a nomological network
of antecedents (psychological safety, Edmondson, 1999; e.g.,
trust; McAllister, 1995), parallel constructs (e.g., relational
coordination; Gittell, 2002), and outcomes (e.g., patient health
outcomes; Edmondson et al., 2001; Vogus and Sutcliffe, 2007) to
further establish validity.
Other research can better account for longitudinal effects on
heedful interrelating in SMTs. Although we accounted for the
effect of learning in our analyses, future research canmore closely
examine the role of early interactions in SMT development.
The resources required to then maintain the contributing,
subordinating and representing observed in our study are also
less-wellunderstood, althoughprior researchsuggests thatheedful
interrelating may also fade away over time without supporting
contextual factors (Druskat and Pescosolido, 2002). The traits
individuals bring into coordinating may also be important to
examine, as interdependent self-construal appeared to have a
considerably positive, predictive relationship with team feeling
in our study. While we focused on components of the dynamic
process of coordination, rather than static traits, this suggests that
there may be other relationally-oriented traits worth exploring.
To conclude, by operationalizing contributing as attending,
subordinating as responsively communicating, and representing
as feeling the whole of the system of the team’s work, this study
shows how individuals can simultaneously engage in the parts,
interrelationships, and whole of coordination. Self-managing
teams can demonstrate a full engagement in intelligent, heedful
action that generates the careful, and purposive teamwork on
which so many organizations rely.
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Data in this article were collected as part of the first author’s
dissertation, and he thanks Lloyd (Lance) Sandelands for his
guidance. We are also grateful to members of the Coordination
Lab at the University of Michigan (Antonio Adan, Kate
Balzer, Kellen Brackins, Amanda Burnett, Caraline Craig,
Nathan Fink, Sarah Francus, Shannon Herline, Maria Johnson,
Cliopatra Kilonzo, Lauren Levine, and Emily Nadis) and at
Case Western Reserve University (Inho Choi, Yung Mo Cho,
Meredith Dykehouse, Andy Lai, Adam Lerner, Skyler Phillips,
Njoke Thomas, Rebecca Vaughan, and Hongguo Wei) for their
assistance with data collection and analysis.
FUNDING
The first author received a Dissertation/Thesis Grant from the
Department of Psychology and a Graduate Student Research
Grant from the Horace H. Rackham School of Graduate Studies
at the School of Michigan.
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 14 March 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 362
Stephens and Lyddy Operationalizing Heedful Interrelating: Team Coordination
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
JS conceptualized design and collected data. JS and CL together
conducted additional literature review, developed theorizing,
refined data analyses, and wrote and edited manuscript.
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.
2016.00362
REFERENCES
Adler, P. S. (2015). Community and innovation: from Tönnies to Marx. Organ.
Stud. 36, 445–471. doi: 10.1177/0170840614561566
Ambady, N., Krabbenhoft, M. A., and Hogan, D. (2006). The 30-sec sale: using
thin-slice judgments to evaluate sales effectiveness. J. Consum. Psychol. 16,
4–13. doi: 10.1207/s15327663jcp1601_2
Ambady, N., and Rosenthal, R. (1992). Thin slices of expressive behavior as
predictors of interpersonal consequences: a meta-analysis. Psychol. Bull. 111,
256–274. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.111.2.256
Asch, S. E. (1952). Social Psychology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Ashforth, B. E., and Fried, Y. (1988). The mindlessness of organizational behaviors.
Hum. Relat. 41, 305–329.
Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organ. Behav. Hum.
Decis. Process. 50, 248–287. doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90022-L
Baumeister, R. F., and Heatherton, T. F. (1996). Self-regulation failure: an
overview. Psychol. Inq. 7, 1–15.
Beal, D. J., Cohen, R. R., Burke, M. J., and McLendon, C. L. (2003). Cohesion
and performance in groups: a meta-analytic clarification of construct relations.
J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 989–1004. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.6.989
Bechky, B. A. (2003). Sharing meaning across occupational communities: the
transformation of understanding on a production floor. Organ. Sci. 14,
312–330. doi: 10.1287/orsc.14.3.312.15162
Bechky, B. A. (2006). Gaffers, gofers, and grips: role-based coordination in
temporary organizations. Organ. Sci. 17, 3–21. doi: 10.1287/orsc.1050.0149
Bernieri, F. J., Gillis, J. S., Davis, J. M., and Grahe, J. E. (1996). Dyad rapport and
the accuracy of its judgment across situations: a lens model analysis. J. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. 71, 110–129. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.110
Bernieri, F. J., Steven, J., and Rosenthal, R. (1988). Synchrony, pseudosynchrony,
and dissynchrony: measuring the entrainment process in mother-infant
interactions. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 54, 243–253. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.2.243
Biehal, G., Stephens, D., and Curio, E. (1992). Attitude toward the ad and brand
choice. J. Advert. 21, 19–36. doi: 10.1080/00913367.1992.10673373
Bijlsma-Frankema, K., Jong, B., de, and Bunt, G., van de (2008). Heed, a missing
link between trust, monitoring and performance in knowledge intensive teams.
Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 19, 19–40. doi: 10.1080/09585190701763800
Bosco, F., Allen, D. G., and Singh, K. (2015). Executive attention: an alternative
perspective on general mental ability, performance, and subgroup differences.
Pers. Psychol. 68, 859–898. doi: 10.1111/peps.12099
Brett, J. F., Northcraft, G. B., and Pinkley, R. L. (1999). Stairways to heaven:
an interlocking self-regulation model of negotiation. Acad. Manage. Rev. 24,
435–451. doi: 10.2307/259135
Brown, K. W., Ryan, R. M., and Creswell, J. D. (2007). Mindfulness: Theoretical
foundations and evidence for its salutary effects. Psychol. Inq. 18, 211–237. doi:
10.1080/10478400701598298
Bunderson, J. S. (2003). Recognizing and utilizing expertise in work groups:
a status characteristics perspective. Adm. Sci. Q. 48, 557–591. doi:
10.2307/3556637
Burke, C. S., Stagl, K. C., Salas, E., Pierce, L., and Kendall, D. (2006). Understanding
team adaptation: A conceptual analysis and model. J. Appl. Psychol. 91,
1189–1207. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1189
Carlile, P. R. (2002). A pragmatic view of knowledge and boundaries:
boundary objects in New product development. Organ. Sci. 13, 442–455. doi:
10.1287/orsc.13.4.442.2953
Carron, A. V., and Ball, J. R. (1977). An analysis of the cause-effect characteristics
of cohesiveness and participation motivation in intercollegiate hockey. Int. Rev.
Sociol. Sport 12, 49–60. doi: 10.1177/101269027701200203
Carron, A. V., Widmeyer, W. N., and Brawley, L. R. (1985). The development
of an instrument to assess cohesion in sport teams: the Group Environment
Questionnaire. J. Sport Psychol. 7, 244–266.
Carson, J. B., Tesluk, P. E., and Marrone, J. A. (2007). Shared leadership in teams:
an investigation of antecedent conditions and performance. Acad. Manage. J.
50, 1217–1234. doi: 10.2307/AMJ.2007.20159921
Carver, C. S., and Scheier, M. F. (1982). Control theory: a useful conceptual
framework for personality–social, clinical, and health psychology. Psychol. Bull.
92, 111–135.
Cohen, S. G. (1994). “The design of effective self-managing teams,” in Advances
in Interdisciplinary Studies of Work Teams: Theories of Self-Managing Work
Teams, eds. M. M. Beyerlein and D. A. Johnson (Greenwich, CT: JAI Press),
289.
Cohen, S. G., and Ledford, G. E. (1994). The effectiveness of self-managing teams:
a quasi-experiment. Hum. Relat. 47, 13–43. doi: 10.1177/001872679404700102
Cohen, S. G., Ledford, G. E., and Spreitzer, G. M. (1996). A predictive model
of self-managing work team effectiveness. Hum. Relat. 49, 643–676. doi:
10.1177/001872679604900506
Cordery, J. L., Mueller, W. S., and Smith, L. M. (1991). Attitudinal and behavioral
effects of autonomous group working: a longitudinal field study.Acad. Manage.
J. 34, 464–476. doi: 10.2307/256452
Crowston, K., Howison, J., Masango, C., and Eseryel, U. Y. (2007). The role
of face-to-face meetings in technology-supported self-organizing distributed
teams. IEEE Trans. Prof. Comm. 50, 185–203. doi: 10.1109/TPC.2007.
902654
Crowston, K., and Kammerer, E. E. (1998). Coordination and collective mind
in software requirements development. IBM Syst. J. 37, 227–245. doi:
10.1147/sj.372.0227
Dane, E. (2013). Things seen and unseen: investigating experience-based qualities
of attention in a dynamic work setting. Organ. Stud. 34, 45–78. doi:
10.1177/0170840612464752
Davis, D. (1982). “Determinants of responsiveness in dyadic interaction,” in
Personality, Roles, and Social Behavior Springer Series in Social Psychology, eds
W. Ickes and E. S. Knowles (New York, NY: Springer), 85–139.
Davis, D., and Holtgraves, T. (1984). Perceptions of unresponsive others:
attributions, attraction, understandability, and memory of their utterances.
J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 20, 383–408. doi: 10.1016/0022-1031(84)90034-9
DeShon, R. P., Kozlowski, S., Schmidt, A. M., Milner, K. R., and Wiechmann, D.
(2004). A multiple-goal, multilevel model of feedback effects on the regulation
of individual and team performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 89, 1035–1056. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.89.6.1035
Desimone, R., and Duncan, J. (1995). Neural mechanisms of
selective visual attention. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 18, 193–222. doi:
10.1146/annurev.ne.18.030195.001205
Dewey, J. (1934). Art as Experience. Oxford: Minton, Balch.
Dougherty, D. (1992). Interpretive barriers to successful product innovation in
large firms. Organ. Sci. 3, 179–202. doi: 10.1287/orsc.3.2.179
Dougherty, D., and Takacs, C. H. (2004). Team play: heedful interrelating
as the boundary for innovation. Long Range Plann. 37, 569–590. doi:
10.1016/j.lrp.2004.09.003
Drew, P. (2008). “Conversation Analysis,” in Qualitative Psychology: A Practical
Guide to Research Methods, ed J. A. Smith (London: Sage Publications),
133–159.
Druskat, V. U., and Pescosolido, A. T. (2002). The content of effective teamwork
mental models in self-managing teams: ownership, learning and heedful
interrelating. Hum. Relat. 55, 283–314. doi: 10.1177/0018726702553001
Duval, S., and Wicklund, R. A. (1972). A Theory of Objective Self Awareness.
Oxford: Academic Press.
Edmondson, A. C. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavior in work
teams. Adm. Sci. Q. 44, 350–383.
Edmondson, A. C., Bohmer, R. M., and Pisano, G. P. (2001). Disrupted routines:
Team learning and new technology implementation in hospitals. Adm. Sci. Q.
46, 685–716. doi: 10.2307/3094828
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 15 March 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 362
Stephens and Lyddy Operationalizing Heedful Interrelating: Team Coordination
Edmondson, A. C., and McManus, S. E. (2007). Methodological fit in
management field research. Acad. Manage. Rev. 32, 1246–1264. doi:
10.5465/AMR.2007.26586086
Endsley, M. R. (1995). Toward a theory of situation awareness in dynamic systems.
Hum. Factors 37, 32–64. doi: 10.1518/001872095779049543
Faraj, S., and Xiao, Y. (2006). Coordination in fast-response organizations.Manag.
Sci. 52, 1155–1169. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1060.0526
Fernandez-Duque, D., Baird, J. A., and Posner, M. I. (2000). Executive
attention and metacognitive regulation. Conscious. Cogn. 9, 288–307. doi:
10.1006/ccog.2000.0447
Fowler, J. H., and Christakis, N. A. (2010). Cooperative behavior cascades in
human social networks. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 107, 5334–5338. doi:
10.1073/pnas.0913149107
Gersick, C. J. G. (1988). Time and transition in work teams: toward a new model
of group development. Acad. Manage. J. 31, 9–41. doi: 10.2307/256496
Gersick, C. J. G., and Hackman, J. R. (1990). Habitual routines in task-performing
groups. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 47, 65–97. doi: 10.1016/0749-
5978(90)90047-D
Gilson, L. L., Maynard, M. T., Young, N. C. J., Vartiainen, M., and Hakonen,
M. (2015). Virtual teams research: 10 years, 10 themes, and 10 opportunities.
J. Manage. 41, 1313–1337. doi: 10.1177/0149206314559946
Gittell, J. H. (2001). Supervisory span, relational coordination and flight departure
performance: a reassessment of postbureaucracy theory. Organ. Sci. 12,
468–483. doi: 10.1287/orsc.12.4.468.10636
Gittell, J. H. (2002). Coordinating mechanisms in care provider groups:
relational coordination as a mediator and input uncertainty as a
moderator of performance effects. Manag. Sci. 48, 1408–1426. doi:
10.1287/mnsc.48.11.1408.268
Gittell, J. H. (2003). “A theory of relational coordination,” in Positive
Organizational Scholarship: Foundations of a NewDiscipline, eds K. S. Cameron,
J. E. Dutton, and R. E. Quinn (San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler), 279–295.
Gittell, J. H. (2008). Relationships and resilience care provider responses
to pressures from managed care. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 44, 25–47. doi:
10.1177/0021886307311469
Gittell, J. H., and Douglass, A. (2012). Relational bureaucracy: structuring
reciprocal relationships into roles. Acad. Manage. Rev. 37, 709–733. doi:
10.5465/amr.2010.0438
Gittell, J. H., Seidner, R., and Wimbush, J. (2010). A relational model of
how high-performance work systems work. Organ. Sci. 21, 490–506. doi:
10.1287/orsc.1090.0446
Good, D. J., Lyddy, C. J., Glomb, T.M., Bono, J. E., Brown, K.W., Duffy,M. K., et al.
(2016). Contemplating mindfulness at work: an integrative review. J. Manag.
42, 114–142. doi: 10.1177/0149206315617003
Gottman, J. M. (1998). Psychology and the study of marital processes. Annu. Rev.
Psychol. 49, 169–197. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.169
Gottman, J. M., Coan, J., Carrere, S., and Swanson, C. (1998). Predicting marital
happiness and stability from newlywed interactions. J. Marriage Fam. 60, 5–22.
doi: 10.2307/353438
Gully, S. M., Devine, D. J., and Whitney, D. J. (1995). A meta-analysis of cohesion
and performance effects of level of analysis and task interdependence. Small
Group Res. 26, 497–520. doi: 10.1177/1046496495264003
Hargadon, A. B., and Bechky, B. A. (2006). When collections of creatives become
creative collectives: a field study of problem solving at work. Organ. Sci. 17,
484–500. doi: 10.1287/orsc.1060.0200
Harrison, D. A., and Klein, K. J. (2007). What’s the difference? Diversity constructs
as separation, variety, or disparity in organizations. Acad. Manage. Rev. 32,
1199–1228. doi: 10.5465/AMR.2007.26586096
Harrison, S. H., and Rouse, E. D. (2015). An inductive study of feedback
interactions over the course of creative projects. Acad. Manage. J. 58, 375–404.
doi: 10.5465/amj.2012.0737
Hayes, A. F., and Krippendorff, K. (2007). Answering the call for a standard
reliability measure for coding data. Commun. Methods Meas. 1, 77–89. doi:
10.1080/19312450709336664
Heath, C., and Staudenmayer, N. (2000). Coordination neglect: how lay theories
of organizing complicate coordination in organizations. Res. Organ. Behav. 22,
153–191. doi: 10.1016/S0191-3085(00)22005-4
Hinkley, K., and Andersen, S. M. (1996). The working self-concept in transference:
significant-other activation and self change. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 71, 1279–1295.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.71.6.1279
Humphrey, S. E., Hollenbeck, J. R., Meyer, C. J., and Ilgen, D. R. (2011). Personality
configurations in self-managed teams: a natural experiment on the effects
of maximizing and minimizing variance in traits. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 41,
1701–1732. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00778.x
Ilgen, D. R., Hollenbeck, J. R., Johnson, M., and Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in
organizations: from input-process-output models to IMOI models. Annu. Rev.
Psychol. 56, 517–543. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070250
Jett, Q. R., and George, J. M. (2003). Work interrupted: a closer look at the role
of interruptions in organizational life. Acad. Manage. Rev. 28, 494–507. doi:
10.5465/AMR.2003.10196791
Johnson, M. (2008). The Meaning of the Body: Aesthetics of Human Understanding.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Klein, K. J., and Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2000). From micro to meso: critical steps
in conceptualizing and conducting multilevel research. Organ. Res. Methods 3,
211–236. doi: 10.1177/109442810033001
Kolbe, M., Künzle, B., Zala-Mezö, E., Wacker, J., and Grote, G. (2009). “Measuring
coordination behaviour in anaesthesia teams during induction of general
anaesthetics,” in Safer Surgery: Analysing Behavior in the Operating Theatre, eds
R. Flin and L. Mitchell (Farnham, UK: Ashgate Publishing Ltd), 203–221.
Krippendorff, K. (2004). Reliability in content analysis: Some common
misconceptions and recommendations. Hum. Commun. Res. 411–433. doi:
10.1111/j.1468-2958.2004.tb00738.x
Langfred, C. W. (2004). Too much of a good thing? Negative effects of high
trust and individual autonomy in self-managing teams. Acad. Manage. J. 47,
385–399. doi: 10.2307/20159588
Lawler, E. E. III., Mohrman, S. A., and Ledford, G. E. (1995). Creating High-
Performance Organizations: Practices and Results of Employee Involvement and
Total Quality Management in Fortune 1000 Companies. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.
Lawrence, P. R., and Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Differentiation and integration in
complex coganizations. Adm. Sci. Q. 12, 1–47. doi: 10.2307/2391211
LePine, J. A. (2005). Adaptation of teams in response to unforeseen change: effects
of goal difficulty and deam composition in terms of cognitive ability and
goal Orientation. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 1153–1167. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.
6.1153
Lim, B.-C., and Klein, K. J. (2006). Team mental models and team performance: a
field study of the effects of teammental model similarity and accuracy. J. Organ.
Behav. 27, 403–418. doi: 10.1002/job.387
Madden, L. T., Duchon, D., Madden, T. M., and Plowman, D. A. (2012). Emergent
organizational capacity for compassion. Acad. Manage. Rev. 37, 689–708. doi:
10.5465/amr.2010.0424
Manz, C. C., and Sims, H. P. (1980). Self-management as a substitute for leadership:
a social learning theory perspective. Acad. Manage. Rev. 5, 361–368
Marks, M. A., Mathieu, J. E., and Zaccaro, S. J. (2001). A temporally based
framework and taxonomy of team processes. Acad. Manage. Rev. 26, 356–376.
doi: 10.5465/AMR.2001.4845785
McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect- and cognition-based trust as foundations for
interpersonal cooperation in organizations. Acad. Manage. J. 38, 24–59. doi:
10.2307/256727
McGuire, W. J., McGuire, C. V., and Winton, W. (1979). Effects of household sex
composition on the salience of one’s gender in the spontaneous self-concept.
J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 15, 77–90. doi: 10.1016/0022-1031(79)90020-9
Metiu, A., and Rothbard, N. P. (2012). Task bubbles, artifacts, shared emotion, and
mutual focus of attention: a comparative study of the microprocesses of group
engagement. Organ. Sci. 24, 455–475. doi: 10.1287/orsc.1120.0738
Meyerson, D., Weick, K. E., and Kramer, R. M. (1995). “Swift trust and temporary
groups,” in Trust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Research, eds R. M.
Kramer and T. R. Tyler (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage), 166–195.
Mohammed, S., and Nadkarni, S. (2011). Temporal diversity and team
performance: the moderating role of team temporal leadership. Acad. Manage.
J. 54, 489–508. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2011.61967991
Mohammed, S., and Nadkarni, S. (2014). Are we all on the same temporal page?
The moderating effects of temporal team cognition on the polychronicity
diversity–team performance relationship. J. Appl. Psychol. 99, 404–422. doi:
10.1037/a0035640
Morrison, J. E., and Meliza, L. L. (1999). Foundations of the After Action Review
Process. Alexandria, VA: Institute for Defense Analyses.
Mrazek, M. D., Chin, J. M., Schmader, T., Hartson, K. A., Smallwood, J.,
and Schooler, J. W. (2011). Threatened to distraction: Mind-wandering as a
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 16 March 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 362
Stephens and Lyddy Operationalizing Heedful Interrelating: Team Coordination
consequence of stereotype threat. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 47, 1243–1248. doi:
10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.011
O’Mahony, S., and Lakhani, K. R. (2011). “Organizations in the shadow
of communities,” in Communities and Organizations Research in the
Sociology of Organizations (Emerald Group Publishing Limited), 3–36.
Available online at: http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/abs/10.1108/S0733-
558X(2011)0000033004
Ocasio, W. (1997). Towards an attention-based view of the firm. Strateg. Manag. J.
18, 187–206.
Ocasio, W. (2011). Attention to attention. Organ. Sci. 22, 1286–1296. doi:
10.1287/orsc.1100.0602
Okhuysen, G. A. (2001). Structuring change: familiarity and formal interventions
in problem-solving groups.Acad.Manage. J. 44, 794–808. doi: 10.2307/3069416
Okhuysen, G. A., and Bechky, B. A. (2009). Coordination in organizations:
an integrative perspective. Acad. Manag. Ann. 3, 463–502. doi:
10.1080/19416520903047533
Okhuysen, G. A., and Waller, M. J. (2002). Focusing on midpoint transitions:
an analysis of boundary conditions. Acad. Manage. J. 45, 1056–1065. doi:
10.2307/3069330
O’Mahony, S., and Ferraro, F. (2007). The emergence of governance
in an open source community. Acad. Manage. J. 50, 1079–1106. doi:
10.5465/AMJ.2007.27169153
Parasuraman, R. (ed.). (1998).The Attentive Brain. Cambridge, MA: The MIT
Press.
Parmigiani, A., and Howard-Grenville, J. (2011). Routines revisited: exploring
the capabilities and practice perspectives. Acad. Manag. Ann. 5, 413–453. doi:
10.1080/19416520.2011.589143
Pearce, J. A., and Ravlin, E. C. (1987). The design and activation of self-regulating
work groups. Hum. Relat. 40, 751–782. doi: 10.1177/001872678704001104
Polanyi, M. (1966). Personal Knowledge: An Introduction to Post-Critical
Philosophy. New York, NY: Harper and Row.
Posner, M. I., and Petersen, S. E. (1990). The attention system of the human brain.
Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 13, 25–42. doi: 10.1146/annurev.ne.13.030190.000325
Posner, M. I., and Rothbart, M. K. (2009). Toward a physical basis of attention and
self regulation. Phys. Life Rev. 6, 103–120. doi: 10.1016/j.plrev.2009.02.001
Reason, J. (1990). Human Error. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Reis, H. T., and Clark, M. S. (2013). “Responsiveness,” in The Oxford Handbook of
Close Relationships, eds J. Simpson and L. Campbell (Oxford: OxfordUniversity
Press), 400–423.
Reynolds, J. (2006). Teams, teams, everywhere? Job and establishment-level
predictors of team use in the United States. Soc. Sci. Res. 35, 252–278. doi:
10.1016/j.ssresearch.2004.09.003
Rico, R., Sánchez-Manzanares, M., Gil, F., and Gibson, C. (2008). Team implicit
coordination processes: a team knowledge–based approach. Acad. Manage.
Rev. 33, 163–184. doi: 10.5465/AMR.2008.27751276
Rosen, M. A., Bedwell, W. L., Wildman, J. L., Fritzsche, B. A., Salas, E., and Burke,
C. S. (2011). Managing adaptive performance in teams: guiding principles and
behavioral markers for measurement. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 21, 107–122.
doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.09.003
Ryle, G. (1949). The Concept of Mind. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Sandelands, L. E. (1988). The concept of work feeling. J. Theory Soc. Behav. 18,
437–457. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-5914.1988.tb00509.x
Schegloff, E. A., Jefferson, G., and Sacks, H. (1977). The preference for self-
correction in the oirganization of repair in conversation. Language 53, 361–382.
doi: 10.2307/413107
Seashore, S. E. (1954).Group Cohesion in the IndustrialWorkplace. Ann Arbor, MI:
Institute for Social Research.
Shteynberg, G., and Galinsky, A. D. (2011). Implicit coordination: sharing goals
with similar others intensifies goal pursuit. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 47, 1291–1294.
doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2011.04.012
Singelis, T. M. (1994). The measurement of independent and
interdependent self-construals. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 20, 580–591. doi:
10.1177/0146167294205014
Smallwood, J., Mrazek, M. D., and Schooler, J. W. (2011). Medicine for the
wandering mind: mind wandering in medical practice. Med. Educ. 45,
1072–1080. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2923.2011.04074.x
Smallwood, J., and Schooler, J. W. (2015). The science of mind wandering:
empirically navigating the stream of consciousness. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 66,
487–518. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015331
Stewart, G. L., Courtright, S. H., and Barrick, M. R. (2012). Peer-based control
in self-managing teams: linking rational and normative influence with
individual and group performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 97, 435–447. doi: 10.1037/
a0025303
Taylor, S. S. (2002). Overcoming aesthetic muteness: researching organizational
members’ aesthetic experience. Hum. Relat. 55, 821–840. doi:
10.1177/0018726702055007542
Thompson, J. D. (1967). Organizations in Action: Social Science Bases of
Administrative Theory. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.
Tschan, F., Semmer, N. K., Vetterli, M., Gurtner, A., Hunziker, S., and Marsch,
S. U. (2011). “Developing observational categories for group process research
based on task and coordination requirement analysis: examples from research
on medical emergency-driven teams,” in Coordination in Human and Primate
Groups, eds M. Boos, M. Kolbe, P. M. Kappeler, and T. Ellwart (Berlin;
Heidelberg: Springer), 93–115.
Tsoukas, H., and Vladimirou, E. (2001). What is organizational knowledge?
J. Manag. Stud. 38, 973–993. doi: 10.1111/1467-6486.00268
Van der Vegt, G. S., Bunderson, S., and Kuipers, B. (2010). Why turnover matters
in self-managing work teams: learning, social integration, and task flexibility.
J. Manag. 36, 1168–1191. doi: 10.1177/0149206309344117
Victor, B., and Blackburn, R. S. (1987). Interdependence: an
alternative conceptualization. Acad. Manage. Rev. 12, 486–498. doi:
10.5465/AMR.1987.4306563
Vogus, T. J., and Sutcliffe, K. M. (2007). The safety organizing scale:
development and validation of a behavioral measure of safety culture in
hospital nursing units. Med. Care 45, 46–54. doi: 10.1097/01.mlr.0000244635.
61178.7a
Waller, M. J. (1999). The timing of adaptive group responses to nonroutine events.
Acad. Manage. J. 42, 127–137.
Warm, J. S., Parasuraman, R., and Matthews, G. (2008). Vigilance requires hard
mental work and is stressful. Hum. Factors J. Hum. Factors Ergon. Soc. 50,
433–441. doi: 10.1518/001872008X312152
Weick, K. E. (1993). The collapse of sensemaking in organizations: theMannGulch
disaster. Adm. Sci. Q. 38, 628–652. doi: 10.2307/2393339
Weick, K. E., and Roberts, K. H. (1993). Collective mind in organizations: heedful
interrelating on flight decks. Adm. Sci. Q. 38, 357–381.
Weick, K. E., and Sutcliffe, K. M. (2006). Mindfulness and the quality of
organizational attention. Organ. Sci. 17, 514–524. doi: 10.1287/orsc.1060.0196
Westbrook, J. I., Woods, A., Rob, M. I., Dunsmuir, W. M., and Day, R. O.
(2010). Association of interruptions with an increased risk and severity
of medication administration errors. Arch. Intern. Med. 170, 683–690. doi:
10.1001/archinternmed.2010.65
Woodman, G. F., and Luck, S. J. (2003). Serial deployment of attention during
visual search. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 29, 121–138. doi:
10.1037/0096-1523.29.1.121
Woolley, A. W., Chabris, C. F., Pentland, A., Hashmi, N., and Malone,
T. W. (2010). Evidence for a collective intelligence factor in the
performance of human groups. Science 330, 686–688. doi: 10.1126/science.
1193147
Yoo, Y., and Kanawattanachai, P. (2001). Developments of transactive memory
systems and collective mind in virtual teams. Int. J. Organ. Anal. 9, 187–208.
doi: 10.1108/eb028933
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Copyright © 2016 Stephens and Lyddy. This is an open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use,
distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original
author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal
is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or
reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 17 March 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 362
